Intervention (IECEU) project. The terms of focal interest are resources, capabilities, competences, together with effectiveness, efficiency, and success. Together they describe the projects interest in improving the capacity of EU missions and operations 1 (capabilities) to achieve goals (effectiveness) through appropriate use of resources (efficiency) to deliver on EU objectives (success). The paper draws on strategic management literature to provide the theoretical basis and conceptual framework. Having described the interplay of resources, competences, capabilities, and objectives, the paper defines multi-level static, dynamic, and creative capabilities. It then goes on to consider the implications for CSDP and sets established headline civilian and military goals in the framework. There is a brief discussion on the need for comprehensive capabilities to deliver a comprehensive approach. Appendices are provided to indicate possible routes for empirical field work enquiries.
Introduction
Capabilities, competences, and resources are terms that are widely used in business practitioner and academic strategic management literature. The origin of their popular use can be traced to the Resource Based View (RBV) of the firm (Wernerfelt, 1984) , which in turn builds on insights from the earlier work of Penrose (1959) . Penrose's (1959) work established the fundamental idea that the way people in a firm employ resources, and not just the nature of the resources, effects the success of the firm; "the services yielded by resources are a function of the way in which they are used" (Penrose, 1959: 25) . Rubin (1973) provided a detailed economic formalization of Penrose's (1959) idea and made explicit the clear separation between resources and the activities that put those resources to work. While now well recognized as a seminal work, Wernerfelt's (1984) resource-based view of the firm received little attention for many years after its publication. It was Hamel and Prahalad's (1990) publication of their hugely influential practitioner paper on the core-competence of the corporation that brought the ideas to the fore. Barney (1991) , building on his own earlier work (Barney, 1986) and that of Dierickx and Cool (1989) , rekindled academic interest in RBV with a focus on the source and sustainability of competitive advantage. This work brought together the concept of sustainable competitive advantage based on the nature of the resource, and its non-tradability or path dependence. While the market based concept of sustainable competitive advantage has limited analogues in conflict intervention, the idea that some resources are developed or built within an organization is an important one to which we return towards the conclusion of the paper.
In a separate stream Mahoney and Pandian (1992) focused on resource utilization and management (Mahoney, 1995) as a means to leverage resources. This lead into the work on dynamic capabilities by Teese, Pisano and Shuen (1997) emphasizing the importance of being able to integrate, build and in particular reconfigure competences. In a related stream Winter (1995) reinforces in the importance of routines of interaction, recognizing the importance of collective action and its repeatability. These works set the foundations the explication of multi-level capabilities and the role of organizational assets and collective routines in the production of capabilities.
Defining key terms
A significant issue for readers and scholars in this field is that there are no agreed "definitions of key concepts, such as resources, competences, core competences, capabilities and dynamic capabilities" (Rugman and Verbeke, 2002 :770) . This lacuna is addressed below. Importantly, though, the differences in use of terminology are largely semantic, thus allowing the terms to be defined without being unduly concerned about misrepresenting the underlying concepts. From here on, the term organization is used in place of firm. Penrose (1959 :24) defines an organization as "a collection of productive resources", thus establishing resources as core elements of any organization analysis. Following Penrose (1959) , Grant (1991) , and Barney (2001) we define resources as tangible and intangible assets, and following Amit and Schoemaker This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme under grant agreement No 653371 -3- (1993) extend the definition to the stocks of tangible and intangible assets that are available to the organization. Following Teece et al. (1997) we define competence as the collective organizational routines used to deploy resources. Finally, following Amit and Schoemaker (1993) we define capabilities as the capacity to deploy a combination of resources through collective organizational routines to a achieve goals.
Resources
The stocks of tangible and intangible assets that are available to the organization
Competences
The collective organizational routines used to deploy resources Capabilities
The capacity to deploy a combination of resources through collective organizational routines to a achieve goals Figure 1 : Definition of resources, competence and capabilities
Resources
Resources in this context are tangible and intangible assets under the effective control of the organization. They are the building blocks of the organization that are combined and deployed to achieve outcomes. The combination of resources, as distinct from their singular use, is a key issue for the management of organizations.
Individual assets are components of resource set that provides the potential for outcomes to be achieved. Resources are often closely related with specific activities that can reinforce them. For example fitness is a human capital asset and exercise is a process activity.
Competences
Resources in of themselves do not achieve anything. They are a stock of assets that have potential to be used to achieve outcomes. Objectives are addressed by putting the resources into action. This action, in an organization context, will always involve interaction with others, and this interaction is a defining Interactions are events and difficult to study, particularly in cross sectional work. This is not however a significant issue for those studying organizations. In such work the interest is not typically in events, but in patterns of events. These patterns emerge through the application of tacitly or explicitly understood processes which in the collective become routines (in contrast to a habit at an individual level). Because they are social activities the routines are not deterministic in the mechanical sense. They are "generative systems that produce recognizable, repetitive patterns of interdependent actions carried out by multiple actors" (Pentland and Feldman, 2008 :235) . These recognizable and repetitive patterns are much more amenable to study.
Competences have ostensive or structural as well as performative (FelinFossHeimeriks et al., 2012) or transformational characteristic to them. They deploy resources or more commonly a set of resources to cause a change. They are activities that the organization performs with some proficiency, and importantly, is repeatable. Without repeatability the organization cannot be said to have the competence. An organization may witness a competence in a once off event, but to have it at its disposal it must have the capacity to repeat it. This capacity is embedded in a tacit or explicit organizational routine.
An important aspect of a routine is that it is contextualized. Routines do not exist in manuals, process diagrams, individual minds, or computer systems. They are social level constructs. In market organizations they form the basis of some competitive advantage because they are difficult to imitate. They are not easily transferrable from one organization to another. While this is a distinct benefit to market organization, the difficult transferring competence to new missions or operations (assuming it exists elsewhere) as they become established, is a significant issue.
Capabilities
Capabilities are the capacity to deploy a combination of resources through collective organizational routines to a achieve goals. Following Winter (1995 :991) Capabilities shaped by collective routines also have properties established in a hierarchy. These properties define the system (routines and resources) potential to reorganize its self. Highly codified routines using established and known resources have no such self-organization capacity. These static capabilities allow organizations to operate in a well-established status quo; Winter (2003) terms these as zero level capabilities. Grant (1991 :120) notes that these static capabilities can be identified "using a standard functional classification of the firms activities".
At the next level, in order to change an organisation's capabilities, the static capabilities need to be modified. If they are to be modified from within the organization, then the organization must possess dynamic capabilities, termed first order capabilities by Winter (2003) . Dynamic capabilities allow organizations to sense changing requirements, select new capability configurations and transform their resource sets and routines (Teece, 2007) . Dynamic capabilities consist of knowledge accumulation and transfer routines, experimentation and continuous improvement. Dynamic routines bring learning patterns that embrace diversity, multiple paths, and combinatory effects (LeiHitt and Bettis, 1996) . The impact of dynamic capabilities manifest in improved, extended, and newly developed static capabilities.
A key characteristic of dynamic capabilities is learning from experience, using feedback from implementation of static capabilities to improve. Winter (2003) proposes that there is yet a higher level capabilities, acknowledging the limits of learning from experience alone. Collis (1994 :145) describes these as "metaphysical strategic insights" that enables organizations to develop "novel strategies". These higher level capabilities bring creativity into the discussion (Pandza and Thorpe, 2009 ). This creative capability to change the organizations dynamic capabilities is the ability to learn how to learn. Ambrosini et al. (2009) term this a regenerative capability and organizations require these capabilities when the environment is discontinuous or non-linear (D'aveni, 1994 Levels of capabilities will be broadly, but not exclusively, aligned with political, strategic and operational structures within CSDP (see Appendix 1).
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Figure 3: CSDP institutions and alignment with capability levels While each level is conceptually distinct, institutions will not demonstrate formal boundaries across them and all institutions will practice, to some extent, at each level. Where objectives are appropriately set they act as self-regulating guidance systems. For example EUSC will utilize its limited resource set to address, primarily, operational excellence in satellite imaging, rather than seek to shape creative modes of conflict intervention. The PSC will consider social, democratic, and other exogenous forces on approaches to conflict intervention, and will likely have little operational knowledge of cyber counter measures to corruption in conflict zones. Once institutions are held accountable for delivery of appropriate objectives and have the freedom to enact dynamic capabilities, they will shape their capability profile. Those responsible for operational delivery (and in particular functions within institutions) will learn what works in their context, given localized demands, and the available resource set. Those operating at the political and diplomatic level soon recognize that heavily codified routines will not solve complex issues such as societal crises, and military commanders easily recognize that creative approaches to maintenance of complicated equipment stocks will not keep it in top condition. Each institution must have the appropriate dynamic capability to sense, select, and implement the appropriate capability set.
This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme under grant agreement No 653371
The challenge for crisis intervention at the EU level is that all of the levels must work together to achieve successful societal outcomes. It is beyond the scope of this paper deconstruct the issue, but a key challenge in this regard is the interaction of institutional cultures. At the extremes one sees this in a military desire for explicit rules of engagement and a political/diplomatic desire to keep options open. There is nothing wrong with these different approaches, in fact they are essential. A military with the capacity for extreme force should not have the independent creative freedom to decide how that force should be applied. Soldiers with weapons should have rules, and political leaders should be encouraged to imagine better ways to deal with societal challenges.
CSDP Capabilities
The EU is unique and does not comply with the strict design of a federation or a confederation. It has been described as a unique brand of constitutional federalism (Weiler, 2003) . -9-military stream and more ad hoc mission staffing procedures through national authorities in the civilian stream. It is in this unique context that CSDP capabilities must be viewed.
Resources
With the exception of centralised coordinating capabilities of CSDP, capabilities exist in and under the control of the member states. This creates a challenge for planners and strategists to know what resources exist, and then to gain an understanding of their quality, interoperability, and availability (effected both by political will and operational capacity). This is compounded by the fact that the EU is heterogeneous, somewhat geographically, but more obviously culturally, with differing historical relationships, levels of trust, organizational approaches, perspectives on hierarchy, financial strength, governance styles and abilities, relationships with neighbours and beyond.
Key questions to address in this context are:
 What member state resource set is notionally available to CSDP?
Capabilities
The Council of the European Union (2008) 
Discussion
Human systems, societies, particularly societies in conflict, create evolving complex challenges. In situations of substantial conflict, there is no static capability (set of resources and competences) that can be borrowed from elsewhere and applied. The desired outcomes are multifaceted and temporal, and the challenges are highly contextualised. The EU recognises that the desired outcomes are not isolated components, but rather part of a comprehensive system, and so require a comprehensive approach. A comprehensive approach, in turn, requires comprehensive capabilities.
In the broad sense, CSDP strategic institutions (including established missions and operations) have responsibility for organizational competence in analyzing situations (sensing), defining strategy (selecting from options), and mission/operation implementation (configuring options). The former is constrained by the nature of the EU political system, and the latter by the resource set made available by the member states (and their contextual embeddedness). Efforts towards pooling and sharing, staff exchange, and other modes of cooperative behaviour are means of alleviating the issues associated with locally embedded capabilities that need to be brought to bear in non-local contexts.
The question of whether the EU needs to act as the EU in CSDP is a politically charged issue. Even so, it is a question that must be properly addressed. To progress the answer, some variables can be taken out of the political orbit, and analysed in terms of the appropriateness of capabilities in respect of their 
